Public opinion plays a growing role in foreign policy formation in democratic societies. In this study, we use survey data from The Americas and the World project to establish whether Latin Americans share a common regional identity, and regard Brazil as a regional leader. Our results indicate that the majority of Brazilians do not identify themselves as Latin Americans. Moreover, while they believe their country is the most suitable candidate for regional leadership, they are unwilling to bear the costs of assuming such a role. Our study also explores perceptions of regional identity and Brazilian leadership in other Latin American countries, based on their own respective power aspirations. It shows that less powerful Latin American nations recognise Brazil as a regional leader, but citizens in middle powers, like Argentina and Mexico, still believe their countries should play a prominent regional role.
Introduction
Given its unique role in holding political leaders to account, public opinion has become one of the most important factors influencing foreign policy-making in democratic societies (Sobel 2001; Foyle 2004) . Moreover, foreign policy issues are featuring increasingly prominently in national debates and electoral campaigns (Holsti 1992) . As a result, scholars and policy-makers alike have recently taken a closer interest in popular perceptions of foreign policy and foreign affairs (Faria 2008) .
Considering this background, the purpose of this study is to record and analyse public opinion in various Latin American countries in respect of regional politics. It is based on survey results that have not yet been released, or utilised in any other study. More specifically, the study aims at analysing the extent to which the citizens of various Latin American countries acknowledge a common regional identity, and their perceptions of regional leadership. Our project stems from extensive literature on Brazilian foreign policy and regional leadership, which we will discuss in depth. As regards the theoretical premises of the study, we assume that two conditions are necessary for regional integration to move forward: countries must believe that they belong to a common region; and recognised regional leaders should be prepared to act as regional paymasters (Ikenberry 1996) .
We examine the interconnections between these issues using data from a survey conducted in seven Latin American countries, namely Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru. This survey is the latest conducted under The Americas and the World (TAW), an ongoing research project aimed at studying public opinion and political culture in the Americas on key issues in foreign policy and international relations. 1 It is led by the Mexican Centre for
Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE), which collaborates with selected universities in all seven countries relevant to our study. 2 The survey samples were representative of each country's population, and sample sizes conformed with strict methodological criteria. 3 We chose the TAW project data as the basis of our study because it
has not yet been used in published academic papers, 4 and because of its high quality. TAW addresses foreign policy themes that other projects, such as the often cited Latinobarometer and the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) do not. Furthermore, our data complements the findings of previous qualitative studies (Belem Lopes and Faria 2015) , as well as theories by prominent scholars (Sorj and Fausto 2011) . For example, our findings chime with the valuable qualitative work of Souza (2009) , based on interviews with members of the Brazilian elite (political, diplomatic and academic) about Brazilian foreign policy, and published by the Brazilian Centre for International Relations (CEBRI).
The findings presented in this article are threefold. We first observe that respondents in six of the seven countries identified themselves most strongly as Latin Americans, with Brazil the prominent exception. Bethell (2010) has identified Brazilian exceptionalism through a historiographical analysis, but this has not previously been confirmed by survey data. Next, we confirm that Brazilians believe their country to be the most suitable candidate for the role of regional leader, but are reluctant to carry the costs of such a role. Finally, but equally importantly, we show that while citizens of smaller countries recognize Brazil's regional leadership role, Argentinians and Mexicans regard their own countries as the rightful regional leader, which points to an emerging but previously unidentified trend in Latin American foreign relations.
Our paper is structured as follows. In the first section we discuss the concept of collective identity, and present a brief summary of perceptions of Latin American regional identity in the seven countries under review emanating from the TAW survey. Next, we analyze Brazil's role in Latin America, linked to the concept of regional leadership, before examining how Brazilians perceive their country's global and regional role. Following this, we examine perceptions of Brazilian leadership in other Latin American countries, drawing a distinction between small and middle regional powers. Finally, we compare our findings with those reached in other studies.
Latin American collective identity and Brazilian exceptionalism
We begin this section by assuming that 'region' is not an objective idea but a politically contingent -and thus contested -phenomenon (Hurrell 2007:241) . In this framework, the geographical boundaries of a region are not obvious or natural, but exist as the result of a political struggle emanating from the perceptions, interests, values and identities of key players in the region (Spektor 2010: 31) . Therefore, under a constructivist approach, 'regionalism' can be explained in terms of the distribution of ideas used by states in pursuit of their own regionalist projects (Pietro 2003: 274) .
Any investigation of collective identity must take into account that knowledge is an infinite construction which renews itself in a constant socialisation process (Legro 2000) . As such, in the absence of a uniform cultural essence, we conceptualise collective identity in terms of never-ending changes in interpretation, renewal and criticism (Chanady 1994) . Furthermore, the factors determining actors' interests, motives, ideas and identities are not predetermined exogenous values, but rather malleable constructs put in play by a multitude of agents that adapt to others' actions and changing contexts (Hettne and Söderbaum 2000: 460) .
With this as a foundation, we draw on Wendt's seminal work to affirm that for collective identity to exist, it must possess a common in-group identity or so-called 'us' feeling by redefining the boundaries of 'Self' and 'Other' (Wendt 1999) . In other words, a regional identity refers to the shared perception of belonging to a particular community (Pietro 2003: 275) , while for states, developing a regional identity or a shared sense of belonging is an essential part of institutionalising regional co-operation (Hook and Kearns 1999).
The notion of a Latin American region has deep historical roots. In the age of independence, some politicians in Spanish America tried to build a confederation of former colonies, and establish a single nation. 5 However, the concept of 'Latin America' only emerged much later when French intellectuals attempted to justify French imperialism in México under Napoleon III (Ardao 1980) . Since then two principal factors have helped to forge a collective identity among Latin American countries: the wars of independence, which created a sense of 'We, the colonies' against the 'Others, the conquerors and central powers'; and opposition to the growth of North American power since the early 20 th century (Eakin 2004 ).
However, the end of the Cold War and the onset of the 21 st century have completely changed regional dynamics. Over the past three decades, regional trade blocs have sprung up, American influence has diminished (Saraiva 2012) , and the distribution of power within the region has changed (Schenoni 2012) . Thus, given the rupture in the region's traditional dynamics, there is a need to identify the degree to which modern-day Latin Americans have a sense of regional identity, or regional belonging.
To this end, we used the TAW data to identify perceptions of regional identity across the seven countries in question. The sample comprises 10 544 observations, and we used them to calculate the percentage of respondents in each country who regard themselves as 'Latin American'. This identifier was offered as an option together with 'South American', 'world citizen', the respective country demonyms (Chilean, Argentinian, etc) , and trade blocs such as Mercosur or the Andean Community (hereafter CAN) (see Appendix I).
The findings are depicted in Figure 1 . It reveals that 'Latin American' was the strongest identifier among participants in most countries. On average, 43% of all respondents think of themselves as Latin Americans first and foremost, ranging from 59% in Colombia to 38% in Chile. Self-identification as 'Latin American' by respondents in seven countries (%) While the citizens of all the Spanish-speaking countries in the sample expressed a degree of 'Latin American-ness', Brazil is an outlier, with only 4% of respondents identifying themselves in this way. To break down these results further, 79% of Brazilian respondents identified themselves as 'Brazilian', followed by 'world citizen' (13%), Latin American (4%), and South American (1%).
This is an interesting result, considering that demonyms were not among the top three choices in any of the other samples. In Argentina, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru, 'Latin American' was followed by 'South American' and 'world citizen', while in Mexico, it was followed by 'world citizen' and 'North American'.
Therefore, the data shows clearly that the self-identification of Brazilians diverge from those of their Latin American counterparts, which confirms Bethell's thesis of 'Brazilian exceptionalism'. Bethell emphasises the country's unique colonial heritage, intellectuals' long-held dismissal of Brazil as a Latin American country, and the reluctance of consecutive Brazilian military governments to assume a leadership position as factors that have historically negated a sense of regional belonging (Bethell 2010: 481) .
In turn, since the monarchic period, Brazilian diplomats have sought to consolidate Brazil's image as a continental country -an identity that has formed part of Itamaraty´s motto as the 'first driver of Brazilian foreign policy' (Lafer 2011 
Brazil's rise and its ambiguous position in Latin America
Global powers recognise Brazil not only as a relevant player in the international arena, but also as an actor able to influence the international political agenda (Scrim 2012). This status is not derived from its material resources, but from its leadership role in multilateral forums (Cervo 2010; Hirst 2015) . It is not surprising, therefore, that a large majority of Brazilians believe their country is globally significant (see Figure 2 ).
Brazilians are clearly enthusiastic about the international prominence their country has achieved in recent decades, which explains why more than half of respondents approve of its current foreign policy (Appendix II), even when a majority disagreed with the government in power at the time of the survey 6 (Appendix III; see Figure 3 ).
Despite Brazil's new-found global status, including its membership of the BRICS alliance, scholars are divided about its regional role. Some argue that Brasilia is the current regional leader because it has the will to act as regional paymaster, and its leadership status is accepted by its counterparts (Saraiva 2010; Teixeira 2011; Pinheiro and Gaio 2014) . Others believe Planalto is not prepared to shoulder the costs of regional leadership (Varas 2008; Flemes 2009 ), as its position would be contested by the other regional middle powers, namely Argentina, Chile and Venezuela (Flemes and Wojczewski 2010) .
Reviving Ikenberry's (1996) classic definition of regional leadership, a regional leader must possess the aspirations and Taking this new reality into account, we first trace citizens' views of what the priorities of Brazilian foreign policy should be ( Figure 4 ). When asked which regions Brazil should pay more attention to, Latin America did not emerge as the most popular choice; indeed, the first choice was Africa (24%), followed by Latin America (16%) and Europe (14%). By contrast, at an average of 42%, Latin America was the most popular choice in all the other countries. In figure 4 we have expressed these differences in terms of standard deviations. with moderate values along both axes which place them in the middle of the figure; and (c) the outlier Brazil, which scored the lowest on both axes, and therefore deserves special attention.
As noted previously, a would-be regional leader must have the will to act as regional paymaster, and shoulder the costs of doing so. These 'expenses' can be military, economic or social. The TAW survey addressed the issue of military expenses by asking respondents whether they believed their country should intervene in a regional military crisis (Appendix V). As Figure 6 shows, most Brazilians reject the idea of their country playing an active role in a regional conflict. This finding is consistent with Brazil's historical position of non-intervention in the domestic affairs of other states (Burns 1967) . However, as Miriam Gomes Saraiva suggests, the concept of non-intervention should be nuanced due to the many other ways in which a state could participate in regional affairs, such as funding infrastructure projects, engaging in technical co-operation, and prioritising bilateral relations (Saraiva 2010: 161) . We group all these potential activities into what we call economic leadership.
In order to establish whether Brazilians support the idea of Brazil 'leading with the purse', we considered a survey question whether respondents agreed with their country helping less developed nations in the region (Appendix VI). At first glance, it appears that Brazilians believe their country should help others economically, as 65% of respondents agreed with this statement. However, this score is the Latin American Perceptions of Regional Identity and Leadership in Comparative...
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Figure 6:
Brazilian military intervention in a regional crisis lowest of all countries. In fact, the high scores in other countries can be explained by what is known in public opinion literature as the 'social desirability bias', that is, when respondents respond to moral questions in ways which they consider to be socially and politically correct. This hides their real preferences, and thus distorting collective public sentiment (Berinsky 1999 (Berinsky : 1209 . 9 As the specialised literature suggests, when alternatives such as indirect questioning, the use of forced-choice items, or proxy subjects are non-viable (Nederhof 1985; Fisher 1993) , it is better to avoid the pitfalls of absolute analysis, opting instead for a comparison with other cases, as we have done (see Figure 7) .
We believe Brazil's reluctance to assist its neighbors financially is partly due to its record in respect of human development, which lags behind those of 'smaller' countries despite Brasilia's greater material resources. 10 Here, we agree with Malamud, who argues that it would be virtually impossible to 'sell' to a Brazilian audience the merits of large money transfers between Brasilia and neighboring countries, as Argentina, Chile and Uruguay rank consistently higher in terms of GDP per capita and human development than Brazil (Malamud 2011: 5) .
It is worth noting that Brazil is not the only instance of citizens in a leading country expressing reluctance to assist neighboring states financially, and play a leading regional role. To put this argument in perspective, during the recent financial crisis in the European Union (EU), most polls reported that German citizens were opposed to Germany assisting other EU members financially. Germans also favoured the 'Grexit' proposal (the withdrawal of Greece from the EU). In this regard, Bechtel Hainmueller and Margalit (2014) conducted an experimental survey of German opinions about potential contributions to a financial rescue fund. While 38.5% of respondents favoured the idea, 61% were against it.
Finally, as regards the social aspect of regional leadership, Brazilians were asked whether the free movement of people among Latin American countries would be desirable (Appendix VII). In Brazil, 60% of those interviewed disagreed, or strongly disagreed (see Figure 8 ). This is an interesting finding, given that Brazil has not been exposed to a major migratory crisis such as those in Europe or the United States. Indeed, according to official data, only 1.8% of the Brazilian population are immigrants, 11 a low level compared to powerful EU countries such as Germany or the United Kingdom, which have immigrant populations of 11.9% and 12.4% respectively.
In this section, after recalling the classic definition of leadership, we explored how Brazilians regard Latin America compared to other world regions, as well as their reaction to their country carrying the costs of leadership in Latin America. The data shows Brazilians feel detached from the region, both in terms of investment in its well-being and its relevance for Brazilian foreign policy. The next section focuses on the other side of the coin, namely the appeal of Brazilian leadership to people in other Latin American countries.
A leader with insignificant followers
From a constructivist standpoint, the idea of leadership is not merely an entitlement but a construction that depends on both the leader's own aspirations and the recognition of its followers. As Wehner (2015) puts it, to lead means that the leader's initiatives are based on a symbolic legitimacy that exceeds its material capabilities, which explains in turn why other regional nations consent to be led.
If we applied this reasoning to our analysis, we could argue that Brazil's role would not exclusively depend on its self-awareness as the dominant material power in the region. It would also depend on other nations' perceptions of themselves, and whether they recognise Brazil's leadership status (Schirm 2012) . Therefore, Brazil's leadership would depend on whether secondary powers support or resist its desire for greater global power (Wehner 2015: 438) .
Because of regional power rivalries and a relative resource deficit, Malamud (2011) defines Brazil as a 'leader without followers', or a country likely to fashion itself as a middle-level global power before gaining recognition as a regional leader (Malamud and Rodriguez 2013) . Similarly, other authors have highlighted Brazil's difficulty in being the de facto a regional leader (Burges 2015; Flemes and Wehner 2015) . Brazil has eschewed the power-political game that is central to realist theory (Hurrell 1998) , acting instead as a 'consensual hegemon' that creates consensus through the inclusion of seemingly contradictory priorities that shape positive outcomes (Burges 2008 ).
In Section 2 we showed how Brazilians feel detached from the region, and in section 3 we examined their reluctance to see their country play the role of regional leader and paymaster. We will now focus on opinions in those countries which would be led by Brazil, notably their attitudes to possible Brazilian regional leadership. Respondents in each country were asked which two countries should represent Latin America in the United Nations Security Council (Appendix VIII). Brazil emerged as a clear first choice, followed by Argentina and Chile (see Figure 9 ).
These figures are important for our argument, since they reveal expectations of Brazilian leadership in smaller Latin American countries. In short, the data shows how Brasilia can be a voice for the region. Brazil's economic growth over the past 15 years, combined with its sheer size (it is the region's largest country in terms of GDP, population, and geographical area) makes it a natural candidate to represent smaller, weaker Latin American countries. However, Mexicans and Argentinians still believe this role should be assumed by their own countries, lending credence to the argument that the historical rivalry between Argentina and Brazil, together with Mexico's increasing regional stature, interfere with Brazil's leadership ambitions.
Historically, Argentina has competed with Brazil over regional pre-eminence. They have passed through several periods of hostile relations, but tensions have diminished as the disparity in material resources between them have grown. Since the 1980s, when Brazil reached a clear material superiority, Argentina has avoided direct confrontation with its neighbor, employing a strategy of 'soft-balancing' Brazilian power instead (Merke 2015) .
As noted by Russell and Tokatlian, and confirmed by other public surveys, 12 Argentinian specialists as well as citizens consider Brazil to be their country's main strategic partner (Russell and Tokatlian 2011: 250-251 that the historical rivalry between these countries has not been followed by a new co-operative array, but rather one of mutual coexistence (Winand 2015: 69-70) . Thus Argentinians may regard Brazil as their main ally, but are also wary of becoming dependent on their neighbor. This would explain why they seek to maintain their own aspirations in the international arena without conceding much regional representation to Brazil.
Referring to Mercosur, Malamud argues that Argentina's political ambitions are similar to Brazil's, as it has continued to fan economic grievances against its bigger neighbour. These complaints have given rise to periods of protectionist behaviour that have sometimes hindered further regional integration (Malamud 2011: 11) . One seemingly contradictory element that deserves mention is the Brazilian-driven creation of the influential Union of South American Nations (UNASUR), and Argentina's support for it (Teixeira 2011) . Some authors have argued that Buenos Aires has embraced this initiative for the very purpose of limiting Brazil's regional leadership aspirations, and to curb unfettered Brazilian growth (Nolte 2010: 895) .
In turn, a recent experimental survey by Mouron and Urdinez (2016) shows that Argentinian citizens are sensitive to new information about Brazil's growing power. The main finding is that Argentinians tend to overestimate the power of their own country when compared to Brazil, and are sensitive to situations that emphasize the disparity in power between the two countries. When presented with this type of information, Argentinians tend to say their country should avoid aligning with Brazil and rather seek new regional partners, in order to counterbalance Brazil's growing power.
When the region in question is changed to Latin America and not South America, Mexico, rather than Argentina, is the country that poses the biggest challenge to Brazilian leadership (Wehner 2015: 440; Malamud and Gardini 2012) . Mexico has a strong influence over Caribbean countries -which Brazil has failed to achieve-and strong relations with the United States. Moreover, Mexico has belonged to the OECD since 1994, while Brazil is still on the waiting list. 13 The portrait that emerges is that Mexicans regard Brazil as a distant rival in cultural (mainly due to the language barrier) and geographical terms. Mexicans still see themselves as the region's 'face', which explains why they do not recognize Brazilian leadership. We believe this phenomenon is reflected in Figure 9 , which shows that more than 75% of Mexican interviewees thought Mexico to be the best candidate for a permanent seat in the UN Security Council.
On the other hand, Brazilian responses also deserve to be explored. Brazilian citizens regard their country as a natural candidate for a permanent seat in the UN Security Council, with more than 80% of those surveyed stating that Brasilia should occupy this position. However, as shown previously, Brazilians are reluctant to shoulder the implicit costs of regional leadership. Drawing on interviews with senior politicians rather than general opinion surveys, Malamud suggests that Brazil sees the region as a springboard to a global leadership position. In this sense, playing a leading role in Latin America would be a means to an end, which is reflected in the contradictory findings that this study discusses and explores more deeply in the following section.
Discussion and conclusions
Based on the growing relevance of public opinion to foreign policy-making, this study explores fresh empirical evidence to outline how Latin Americans in seven countries perceive regional politics and social demands.
We find that people in six of the seven countries under review have a strong sense of regional belonging, with Brazil being the exception. We explore whether this lack of regional identification could stem from the issue of regional leadership, which is still contested. This uncertainty starts with Brazilians themselves, who are reluctant to sacrifice domestic economic and social resources to assist a region which they regard as less important than Africa, for example.
This reluctance to carry the costs of regional leadership stems from Brazil's historical position towards the region. At the start of the 20 th century, and towards the end of the Cold War, Brazilian diplomats believed the best way of improving their country's position in the international system was to remain isolated from regional affairs (Trikunas 2014: 10) . As a result, until the mid-1980s, Brazilian elites and citizens in general viewed Latin America not as a larger construct of collective identity, but merely as the surrounding geographic landscape (Malamud and Rodriguez 2013: 174) .
This detachment from Latin American identity, combined with efforts to block potential Mexican rivalry for regional leadership, resulted in the new regional concept of 'South America'. By eschewing a potential 'Latin American' identity for this new identity, Brazil tacitly acknowledged that it was unable to exert significant influence over the entire continent, and would therefore limit itself to a smaller area (Malamud 2011: 6) . Since the start of the first Lula administration, when Marco Aurelio Garcia advised the president on international affairs, national development advocates have gained space within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Santos 2011: 159) and entrenched regional (that is, South American) integration as one of Brazil's foreign policy priorities (Vigevani and Cepaluni 2007; Amorim 2010) . Despite these efforts, our findings show that Brazilians have not been won over by either of these notions, as they still believe their country is sui generis in the region.
The results also confirm what Spektor and Flemes suggested in their non-empirical study five years ago, namely that members of the Brazilian public tend to perceive the region in terms of concerns and problems rather than benefits (Spektor 2010: 29) . Moreover, they are also ambivalent about carrying the costs associated with regional leadership (Flemes 2009: 171) . Although Brazil has been able to suppress the rise of regional challengers, it has not been able to persuade other middle Latin American powers, such as Argentina and Mexico, to back its own ascendancy to leadership (Trinkunas 2014: 27) . Indeed, both those countries are trying to prevent any single country from 'representing' the whole region (Malamud 2011: 11-12) . Most existing studies neglect the role of public opinion in other Latin American countries in determining Brazil's capacity to assume the role of regional power. Our study illustrates that neither Mexicans nor Argentinians readily recognise or accept Brazil's regional leadership (Wehner 2015) .
Finally, drawing on a major, region-wide opinion survey -rather than the usual interviews with selected politicians and diplomats-presents a complementary picture to the world in which the latter operate. In this regard, our study complements other recent studies (Belem Lopes and Faria 2015; Sorj and Fausto 2011) . As such, we believe our study contributes to the existing literature by including a largely neglected segment of the region which better reflects 'politically incorrect' opinions, and underlining the importance of public opinion in foreign policy-making.
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foreign policy issues. In 2010, when asked which Latin American country would be most relevant in the international arena in the next decade, 25% of respondents chose Brazil as their first option. For more information, see http://www.cari.org.ar/pdf/encuesta2010.pdf.
13. Brazil has long sought to become a full member of the OECD. Although significant steps were taken in 2015 to create a closer working relationship with the OECD, Brazil's poor economic performance from 2014 onwards were delaying its entrance. 
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